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Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1 .704(b). 

Status 

1)S Responsive to communication(s) filed on 29 September 2006 . 
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5) D Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) ^ Claim(s) 1^23 is/are rejected. 

7) Q Claim(s) is/are objected to. 
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Application Papers 
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Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1 .85(a). 
Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 
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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This office action is in response to the amendment filed the 29 September 2006. 
Claims 1-23 are pending. 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments filed the 29 September 2006 have been fully considered 
but they are not persuasive. 

Beginning on page 2 of the amendment the applicant argues the Geaghan 
reference used in the rejection of claim 1. Specifically, the applicant argues on page 3, 
fourth and fifth paragraphs that Geaghan describes a method for discriminating single 
touch events on a touch surface from multiple touch events on the touch sensitive 
surface using a total measured current. Then on page 5, last paragraph the applicant 
states that Geaghan does not determine a plurality of sequences of samples when a 
plurality of users touch the touch sensitive surface, and that Geaghan does not teach 
means for generating a plurality of sequences of touch samples when a plurality of 
users simultaneously touch the touch sensitive surface. The applicant continues the 
argument on page 6, third paragraph, in that the system of Dietz does far more than 
merely differentiating between single touch events and multiple touch events on a touch 
sensitive surface, and that nowhere in Geaghan is described each sequence of touch 
samples identified with a particular user generating the sequence of touch samples. On 
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page 9, the applicant argues that the term conflict, as used in the current applicant, is 
more complex than merely distinguishing when multiple touch events are occurring 
simultaneously, and that the "phantom" touch is an error not a conflict. The applicant 
then alleges that the examiner has misunderstood the claimed invention. The examiner 
respectfully disagrees. 

First of all, the examiner fully recognizes the difference between the applicant's 
invention and the Geaghan reference, however, the applicants claimed invention is 
still anticipated by the Geaghan reference. Nowhere in claim 1 does the claim state that 
the plurality of sequences of touch samples are determined at the same time, therefore 
Geaghan discloses of generating a plurality of sequences at different times. The 
sequences are identifiable with the users generating the samples because as explained 
in the rejection, the samples are subtracted out to determine the multiple touches, such 
that multiple user touches can be determined. The applicant's invention may be that a 
sequence is determined for each individual user touching the screen at the same time, 
however, as claimed, the invention only requires that each of the sequence of samples 
can be identified with a particular user and since the system of Geaghan can do so, it 
anticipates the claimed invention. With respect to the applicant's argument of the 
conflict, the examiner would like to reiterate that the word "conflict" in the claims is not 
defined as to what the conflict is. Nowhere in claim 1 does it state that the term 
"conflict" denotes "incompatible commands made by multiple users to an application 
running on the system including a touch sensitive display surface" as alleged by the 
applicant. Therefore, as stated in the rejection, the conflict resolved by Geaghan is 
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when two users touch the device at the same time. The applicant is reminded that the 
specification is not the measure of invention. Therefore, limitations contained 
therein cannot be read into the claims for the purpose of avoiding the prior art. In 

re Sporck, 55 CCPA 743, 386 F 2d 924, 155 USPQ 687 (1968). 

With respect to the arguments of claims 3, 4, 19 and 23, the main argument 
against these rejections is that Geaghan does not anticipate claim 1, however, as 
explained above Geaghan does anticipate claim 1, therefore the rejections for claims 3, 
4, 19 and 23 are maintained. 

With respect to claims 2, 5, 7-18 and 20-22, the applicant merely recites MPEP 
707.07(d) and states that the rejection fails not only to provide a reasonable rationale as 
to how the applied art can be construed to teach every feature in the rejected claims 
and that the rejection also fails to even consider explicitly claimed features of the 
invention as recited in claims. The applicant is reminded that Rule 37 CFR 1 .1 1 1(b) 
requires that the applicant MUST "distinctly and specifically point out errors" in the 
examiner's action. Also, arguments or conclusions of the attorney cannot take place of 
evidence. The applicant did not provide any specific argument for the individual claims, 
as an example claim 7, as to why it is not obvious that something is considered "global" 
when it affects something as a whole or as in claim 8, why it is not obvious that 
something is "element" when the conflict affects a particular item. See In re Cole, 51 
CCPA 919,326 F 2d 769, 140 USPQ 230 (1964); In re Schulze, 52 CCPA 1422, 346 F 
2d 600, 145 USPQ 716 (1965); Meitzner v. Mindick, 549 F 2d 775, 193 USPQ 17 
(CCPA 1977). 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

3. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

4. Claims 1, 3-4, 19 and 23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Geaghan et al. (US 2003/0063073). 

Regarding claim 1 , Geaghan et al. discloses a graphic multi-user interface for 
resolving conflicts, comprising: 

a touch sensitive surface (Figure 4, touch surface 11); 

means for displaying a plurality of items on the touch sensitive surface (Figure 5 
and paragraph [0068].); 

means for generating a plurality of sequences of touch samples when a plurality 
of users simultaneously touch the touch sensitive surface, each sequence of samples 
being identified with a particular user generating the sequence of samples (Figure 1 and 
Paragraphs [0047]-[0052] explain that a first and second sequence of signals are 
generated for first and second touches and when the touches overlap, i.e. occur at the 
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same time, the signals can be subtracted to determine the location of each of the 
touches, therefore associating the touch with one of the users.); 

means for associating each sequence of samples with a particular item, the 
particular item having an associated state and a policy (Figure 5 shows different touch 
buttons 67 and 68 which the users can touch, and the signals generated by touching the 
screen would be associated with one of the buttons. The buttons would have a state of 
being located at a position on the touch panel and a policy of being pressed or 
unpressed.); 

generating an event for each associated sequence of samples (Paragraph [0052] 
explains that the touch location can be determined for each set of signals resulting from 
a touch, and if an area of the screen as in Figure 5 is touched the event for that set of 
signals will take place.); and 

means for determining a decision with respect to a conflict affecting a next state 
of the particular item according to the events from the plurality of users, the state and 
the policy (Figures 1 and 5 and Paragraphs [0047]-[0052] explain that a conflict occurs 
when two users touch the screen at the same time and that the touch can be seen to 
happen intermediate of the two locations, but by subtracting the signals form each other 
the conflict can be avoided and each individual touch location can be determined even 
when multiple users use the table.). 
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Regarding claim 3, Geaghan et al. discloses the graphic multi-user interface of 
claim 1, in which the particular item is active when a particular user is touching the 
particular item (Figure 5. items 67 and 68 would be active if a user pressed them.). 

Regarding claim 4, Geaghan et al. discloses the graphic multi-user interface of 
claim 1, in which one particular user generates multiple sequences of sample for 
multiple touches (Paragraph [0037]). 

Regarding claim 19, Geaghan et al. discloses the graphic multi-user interface of 
claim 1, in which the decision is based on a signal intensity of the events (Figure 2 and 
paragraph [0053] explain that the conflict of overlapping touches is overcome based on 
the intensity, i.e. rate of change, of the signal.). 

Regarding claim 23, this claim is rejected under the same rationale as claim 1. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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6. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 , 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

7. Claims 2, 5-18 and 20-22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Geaghan et al. (US 2003/0063073). 

Regarding claim 2, Geaghan et al. discloses the graphic multi-user interface of 
claim 1. 

Geaghan et al. fail to teach that the state of the item includes an owner, an 
access code, a size, an orientation, a color and a display location. 

However, it would have been obvious to "one of ordinary skill" in the art at the 
time the invention was made that the state of the item includes an owner, an access 
code, a size, an orientation, a color and a display location in order to provide for the 
usability of the touchable icons on the touch panel. 

Regarding claim 5, Geaghan et al. discloses the graphic multi-user interface of 
claim 1. 

Geaghan et al. fail to teach that each sample includes a user ID, a time, a 
location, an area and a signal intensity of the touch. 
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However, it would have been obvious to "one of ordinary skill" in the art at the 
time the invention was made that each sample includes a user ID, a time, a location, an 
area and a signal intensity of the touch in order for the system to identify which user 
touched the panel and at what point the touch panel was touched. 

Regarding claim 6, Geaghan et al. discloses the graphic multi-user interface of 
claim 5, in which each sample includes a speed and trajectory of the touch (Figure 2 
and paragraph [0053], the rate of change is the speed and trajectory of the touch.). 

Regarding claim 7, Geaghan et al. discloses the graphic multi-user interface of 
claim 1. 

Geaghan et al. fail to teach that the policy is global when the conflicts affects an 
application as a whole. 

However, it would have been obvious to "one of ordinary skill" in the art at the 
time the invention was made that the policy is global when the conflicts affects an 
application as a whole since global is a term used to encompass all of something. 

Regarding claim 8, Geaghan et al. discloses the graphic multi-user interface of 
claim 1. 

Geaghan et al. fail to teach that the policy is element when the conflicts affects a 
particular item. 
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However, it would have been obvious to "one of ordinary skill" in the art at the 
time the invention was made that the policy is element when the conflicts affects a 
particular item since element is a term that relates to a singular object. 

Regarding claim 9, Geaghan et al. discloses the graphic multi-user interface of 
claim 1 . 

Geaghan et al. fail to teach that the policy is privileged user depending on 
privilege levels of the plurality of users. 

However, it would have been obvious to "one of ordinary skill" in the art at the 
time the invention was made that the policy is privileged user depending on privilege 
levels of the plurality of users since the privilege level of the user would be determining 
that access to the application/item. 

Regarding claim 10, Geaghan et al. discloses the graphic multi-user interface of 
claim 1. 

Geaghan et al. fail to teach that each user has an associated rank and the 
decision is based on the ranks of the plurality of users. 

However, it would have been obvious to "one of ordinary skill" in the art at the 
time the invention was made that each user has an associated rank and the decision is 
based on the ranks of the plurality of users because this would allow users with more 
authority, such as a boss at a meeting, to have more control over items then his 
employees. 
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Regarding claim 11, Geaghan et al. discloses the graphic multi-user interface of 
claim 1. 

Geaghan et al. fail to teach that the policy is based on a votes made by the 
plurality of users. 

However, it would have been obvious to "one of ordinary skill" in the art at the 
time the invention was made that the policy is based on a votes made by the plurality of 
users because determining an action to occur is often times voted on by people to 
determine what is to be done. 

Regarding claim 12, Geaghan et al. discloses the graphic multi-user interface of 
claim 1. 

Geaghan et al. fail to teach that the policy is release, and the decision is based 
on a last user touching the particular item. 

However, it would have been obvious to "one of ordinary skill" in the art at the 
time the invention was made that the policy is release, and the decision is based on a 
last user touching the particular item because this would indicate that the other users 
have let go of the item and have relinquished control over to the user touching the item 
last. 

Regarding claim 13, Geaghan et al. discloses the graphic multi-user interface of 
claim 1 . 
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Geaghan et al. fail to teach that the decision is based on an orientation of the 
particular item. 

However, it would have been obvious to "one of ordinary skill" in the art at the 
time the invention was made that the decision is based on an orientation of the 
particular item because the orientation would indicate which user the item is pointing 
towards. 

Regarding claim 14, Geaghan et al. discloses the graphic multi-user interface of 
claim 1. 

Geaghan et al. fail to teach that the decision is based on a location of the 
particular item. 

However, it would have been obvious to "one of ordinary skill" in the art at the 
time the invention was made that the decision is based on a location of the particular 
item because if an item is closer to one user then another it would mean that the 
particular user would have more of a right to the object. 

Regarding claim 15, Geaghan et al. discloses the graphic multi-user interface of 
claim 1. 

Geaghan et al. fail to teach that the decision is based on a size of the particular 

item. 

However, it would have been obvious to "one of ordinary skill" in the art at the 
time the invention was made that the decision is based on a size of the particular item 
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because a size would indicate whether the item is meant to be viewed by all people 
using the touch device or whether only one user is meant to view the item. 

Regarding claim 16, Geaghan et al. discloses the graphic multi-user interface of 
claim 1. 

Geaghan et al. fail to teach that the graphic multi-user interface further comprises 
means for displaying an explanatory message related to the decision. 

However, it would have been obvious to "one of ordinary skill" in the art at the 
time the invention was made that the graphic multi-user interface further comprises 
means for displaying an explanatory message related to the decision in order to allow 
all of the users the ability to know what has occurred with respect to the item in 
question. 

Regarding claim 17, Geaghan et al. discloses the graphic multi-user interface of 
claim 1. 

Geaghan et al. fail to teach that the decision is based on a speed of the events. 

However, it would have been obvious to "one of ordinary skill" in the art at the 
time the invention was made that the decision is based on a speed of the events 
because the speed would indicate how fast the touch panel was touched therefore 
determining which user was fasted to touch a particular item. 
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Regarding claim 18, Geaghan et al. discloses the graphic multi-user interface of 
claim 1. 

Geaghan et al. fail to teach that the decision is based on an area of the events. 

However, it would have been obvious to "one of ordinary skill" in the art at the 
time the invention was made that the decision is based on an area of the events 
because if an item is in an area closer to one user than another that user would have 
more of a right to the object. 

Regarding claim 20, Geaghan et al. discloses the graphic multi-user interface of 
claim 1. 

Geaghan et al. fail to teach that the decision tears the particular item into multiple 

parts. 

However, it would have been obvious to "one of ordinary skill" in the art at the 
time the invention was made that the decision tears the particular item into multiple 
parts because this would allow for a life-like feel to the touch panel since a document 
tearing in half would occur if the event took place with a real document. 

Regarding claim 21, Geaghan et al. discloses the graphic multi-user interface of 
claim 1. 

Geaghan et al. fail to teach that the decision duplicates the particular item. 
However, it would have been obvious to "one of ordinary skill" in the art at the 
time the invention was made that the decision duplicates the particular item because 
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this would allow for multiple users to view the same item at the same time without 
conflict. 

Regarding claim 22, Geaghan et al. discloses the graphic multi-user interface of 
claim 7. 

Geaghan et al. fail to teach that the application has a global state, and further 
comprising: allowing a change to the global state only if all times are inactive, no users 
are touching the touch sensitive surface or any of the plurality of items. 

However, it would have been obvious to "one of ordinary skill" in the art at the 
time the invention was made that the application has a global state, and further 
comprising: allowing a change to the global state only if all times are inactive, no users 
are touching the touch sensitive surface or any of the plurality of items because a global 
state would effect the entire system and if the system is being used the system cannot 
be changed so the change would need to occur when all of the users are not touching 
the panel. 

Conclusion 

8. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
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TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

9. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Stephen G. Sherman whose telephone number is (571) 
272-2941. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F, 8:00 a.m. - 4:30 p.m.. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Amr Awad can be reached on (571) 272-7764. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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